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‘halves throughaodd-even'asSignmentzoﬁ items. Applicationfoffthe

-

-

Analysis of variance procedures and t-tests of the significance of

the differences between means were used to comipare males with fkemales

-

and various special problem groups vith the normal subjects. 7w factor
analyses of the SBP were conducted based on kindergarten and first grade

subjects employing principal components analysfis with varimax rotation
- . - <

for simple struéture. .3 -
f

- Results

Reliabiliti

“Two methods vere -used: ‘to est1mate ‘the re11ab111ty f the SBP

flj'Internal consistency: ~ The- instrument was:-divided “into- equivalent

—

- L

SpearmanfBrown ‘correction- for spllt-hal{ correlation: coeff1c1ents

ylelded a spllt-half re11ab111ty coeff1c1ent of .96, (2) ‘Stability

rd

_over :time = The -correlation “betwéen total,SBP ‘scores reported for ‘the

same--932 subjects: by teachers from ‘two- consecutive grades in school was

550, 1nd1cat1ng -a cons1derable degree -of cons1stency ‘over :time and:

- «

teachers. It was not possible to determlne from avallable -data, whether ‘the

‘changes. 1n rank order1ng of ind1v1duals wh1ch d1d occur were due_to

- - - - E

actLal changes in. behav1or of spec1f1c subJects, to-differences;betweenz

teagherS;maklng”the Judg@ents,;orftoierrors of ‘measurement.
f . . .

Factor Analysis

“Tvio factor analyses -of -the SBP were conducted ‘based on scores of

—kindergarten -and first grade subJeﬂts from: two: dlfferent school years

(N1=41331N2=57135— BoLh ‘analyses- y1elded the sﬁhe Lhree maJor factor

Factor I = Poor - Control (23 1tems)5,Factorfg'TiDeVelopmental Immsturity

¥
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This study was designed to validate a behavior rating .instrument;.

thé School Behavior Ptofiiéﬁ(SBED (Balow, 1965) .that can be readily )

N

for the purpose ofAidentifyiné ‘those

scored by the classroom teacher

.

children who are most likely to manifest problems of school behavior
and adjustment .

<
3

Classrocm ‘teachers are in a unique position to make cxtensive /

. A - , 3
observations of children in a variety of interactions on a continuing

7'ﬂﬁy;to+day'basi$; Diracted -6bservations-of the child in the classroom

can provide the basis fon early recognition of Lthose in need of special, W
. £ - - . - ~ T

-consjderation- to help prevent Che—developmeut—of'more'seriOU§ problams.

The $BP was detveloped to aid the teacher in reporting tlie most relevant

information for effective identification of children with social and

|

,"émptional,prcblemgl ' ) - ' -
The SBP is a- 68-item behavior -checklist on which classroom teachers

are asked to indicate the frequency of occurrence of specifjied observable

behaviors on a four-point §célé’rangingjfrom:ﬁA;mpst Always" to "Almost
Never'. Items'are’ggyed,SO'thgt the higher the total scbre'the:mdie

positive the rating. The SRR was -developed frem gnrorigiﬁalzpooi of
. b "' /7

néarly 200 items selected £rém a variety of ‘checklists and scales for
- , 4

v
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the assessment of deviant behavior.

Items that were'repetitive or

inappropriate for classroom use were eliminated while remaining items

were transposed into words and short phrases that would be as far as

possibie'ciear and unambiguous. Futhe* revisions were then made based
upon critiques by a Ppanel of psychologists and physlc1ans and by a*group.
-of 15 elementary school teachers who completed SBP ratings for sevelaJ

of their pupils.as. part of a pllg;,prOJect,(Balow, 1.968)..

—

Procedure.,
Sample ‘

Subjects in:the present investigétion—Were 1188 elementary ‘school
-children in ‘grades one through five vho are participants 1n ‘the -:
Educatlonal Follow—Up Project, a longltudlnal stuuy -of the antecedcnts

x

’ of -school 1earn;ng andfbehavior probﬂens (Balow,

et al, 1969) Subjects

were- all born at the Unlver31ty of Minnesota- Hospitals between 1960 and
1964 and -are currently attending- elementary school in- over 150 dlfferent
school districts in the state of Mifinesota with approx1mate1y 60/ of tne

.‘_ﬁ
group re51d1ng W1th1n ‘the TW1n ‘Cities matropol;tgn:areaz

- Insert Table I about here

——;-—-————--—-—'—-,---;————l

from theigeneraiﬂpqpulation3

—Althbughathetétudy:sample was not initiatly—drawn:in'awrgﬁdom—fashibn—

‘the IQ:scores,of study Subjeeté,are,notmally

distributed’abouf

-

on -tie WISC w1th standard dev1at10ns -of 15. 8 and 13,7

a mean--of 103 .on the SLanford-Blnet

(Rubin, 1972). ’

and a mean of 102

» respectively

%he,distribution of'Socioeeonpmic Index—scoteS'for—the

2
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~study sample closely approximateS the aistribution of these scores withih

the urban -population of the North Central states (Myrianthopoqlosr&,French,

1968). At both Lhe pre—klnderéerten and pre-£1rst grade levels total

Y

language age scores on the ITRA closely approximate the actualrchroho}ogicai

-

age -of study subjects. On- the MRT ddministered,immediately prior teo first -

grade entrance, scores of study,subjects were equivalent to those reported

for the MRT , Standardization populatlon at beginning first grade level

(Rubln, 1973) ’ - ] !

Methods -

AN
*

EDdriﬁgfthenspring—of each school year éIéSsroom*téachefs of

—EducatioﬁaI?FoiloWeUp Chlldren are ashcd ‘to-complete SBP ratings £or

‘each:study ‘subjéct and to indicate on a separate form -any ‘special school

. N\

are included. under the category of speclax\ilaceneqt and servlces'

1placement 1n EMR special classes, placement in—f;rst,grade transition

Yooms -or in Tesource rooms;rretention:iﬁagrade,,referral:torschool

'psychologlst or school social worker, rece1v1ng remedial reading

*

7Ainstructlon -or individual tutorlal help. In addltlon teachers are asked

*

'to make & global judngHL -as - to whether or not ‘they cons1der ‘the study

.

child to be mnnlfestlng ‘severe- behav1or problems.

R A

'ihe Present. analys1s ds based upon responsqF obtained from tha

-

: i
teachers of 1188 study children in. the Sprlng ‘of 1971, ror 932 of these

Subjects SBP ratings were also available from ‘the classroom teachtrs for

'thesprevious year, theleby prov1d1ng a -measure of consistency -of scores

from one grade level ‘to. the next..

7,p]accments -0or -special serv1ces recelved by these ch11dren. The following

\
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Analysis of variance procedures and t-tests of the significance of

‘the differences between- means were used to compare males with flemales-

-

and- various special problem groups with the -normal subjects. T factor

'dnéiyses,oﬁ,the'SBP were conducted'based—on kindergarteh and firgdt grade

subJects employlng pr1nc1pal components -analysfis w1th varimax rotation
for 51mole structure. LB 1 -
P

- Results

R’ei'iabilitzﬂ

'Iwonmethods.Were'usedito—eétimateithe—reliabiiityf:f thé SBP.

(1) Internal consistency - The instrument was. divided “into equivalent
ihalves:throqghwodd;even—assignm nt of items. —Appliéétioﬁ,of£the —

‘Spearman-Browvm correction for bpllt-half correlation coefficients.

,y;elded a :split-<half IEIIablllty Loeff1c1ent of .96. (ZJiStébiiity

over tlme = The correlation between total SBP scores reported for ‘the

same ‘932 subjects by teachers from two- consecutive grades in school was:

50, 1nd1cat1ng a con51derab1e degree -.of con51stency over -time and

- .

teachers. It was fiot -possible -to- determlne from avallable -data,whether .the

-

teachers maklng ‘the Judgments, or to errors of measurement.

Factor Analysis

'*de ﬁaetorrana;yseeaof the—SBf,were:conductedlbasedfoh-scores of
kﬁndergarten,épd*firstzgrade'subje sts from two- dszerent school years
(N1=ﬁ13;582é5%1); Both. analyses yielded- ‘the: Sﬁée three- ‘major factors

Factor 1 = Poor Control (23 items);. Factor 2 = Developmental Immzturity

‘
¥
7
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(15 items), and Factor 3 - Anxious or Neurstic (6 items). Following

are representative items from each—of:the'rhree~fact0rs: " ) )g‘ : :
Factor 1 = Poor Cohtfol - ﬁﬂotétempered, easily aroused to angexr".

Factor 2 - Developmental Immaturity =°"Short attention span".

Factor 3 —-Anxious - "Hypersengitivity, feelings easily hurt'.

Normative Data

—

both-boys and girls temained felatively stible over the grade range | '

from. one through five with total meak’ scores of 220.5_for hoys and
2318 for girls. Girls consistently scored higher than boys with

*Bignificant differences (p<<.0X) favoring the girls overall and at each

grade level with the éxception ofsgrade five where the difference was in

Y o - ) . -
- the-expected direction but failed to reach statistical significance.

e

‘Sex"differences -on’SBP :séores in favor ‘of ‘the girls provided -one
indication of the validity of the instrument since research findings

show thit boys do, in fact,. have a higher incidence of behavior problems

- than do-girls (Long, et al, 1965). - =~ -+ 5

4
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‘Krus, & Balow,. in press) found evidence that behavior ratings were one-

7sby:cemed;gl:readlngrggses:,'§ub3eccs:whofhad;beenfreferred&fof speech

. same‘rank orderlng of spec1al groups was found for ‘mean ‘scores.on- . -

1)

’ whlch ‘tend :to- be d1sruptive‘to ‘teachers. or classmaLes, it would ‘be

the population mean of .226.0 (p< .0L) as.shoﬁh,in;Table 3.  The group

receiving the most negative behavior ratings consisted of subjects who

o I o
‘tion means on1Eactons:l;gggJ2>w;chﬂthe—exqepclonvof:ghe;groﬁg»;efe;red—for
on Factor 24 On factor 3 ‘the groups —tefei;fegiz for speéech rthefaﬁy,,o for

from#the popula&ioﬁ:ﬁeen. :Since—Facgor 3,eqnszsts—of5ﬁehaylors—wh1ch”are

-more indicative- of personal feelings of sens1t1v1ty Lhan of actions

i't'

Total mean scores of various groups of subjects referred for special

placement or special s¢hool services were all significantly lower than

were placed in classés for the educable mentally retarded. . A previous .

investigation based. on this same Tongitudinal study population (Rubii,

of -the varjables which differentiated between low IQ- children placed in

special classes and those of similar IQ who remained: in regular classes

—vith»Chose;glaced'in:sﬁecial—cIasseszieceiViﬁd,lower ratings;

.

SubJects referred for soc1a1 ‘work or psychologlcal serv1ces and for

1nd1v1dual ‘tutorial help had the nexL hlghest ratlngs followed elosely

*

therapy or wvho ‘had- been retalned in grade rece:ved ‘the hlghest behavtor
ratings among the spec1al probleg -groups -although: their mean scores were

sLill s1gn1f1cantly lower Lhan that -of -the tota1 study populatlon. 'The

-

Factor,l w1ths11ght”var1atlons in rank oxder on‘FactorS'Z and 3.

All ,spe,c—l:al, groups: scjored— 'sfignif—fgleaﬁ;;]_fy; J,owei: ‘than -the study ,popula:

- _ L 4

speech therapy, who differed significantly from :the population mean only -

>

:sogial=wofk,iand:for}psychologiCal servies d1d not,dlffer s1°n1£1cantly ] Q ;

-

e

N

SRS A b oy

~ B
/

S

0y . ) . t' 7‘ é,;
aﬁticipatedzthat 1ow'seorescon£EaCtot 3 would be less likely, to-be ¥elated Do

‘to referral ﬁor:sﬁeeiak seivices:thgg,woﬁld—ioﬁ;scoreSzonﬁFéqtois 1 andiz; §




all severe behavior problems within the total study population scored

only 12,27 had been the recipients of special schéol services. No

Cut-off points on the distributions of SBP tétal scores were

established at approkimately one standard de?iaqfdnybelbw,and~éne

- =

standard deviationm above the mean for ‘the total study population.

Al -

L 7 ] ) i i ) ;";”‘f B 71 ) . -
total -score of ZOOZOnxﬁhe—dié;tibu;ibnchrxghefgqtgx—study:pﬁpulatign'

£

were identified by teachérs as showing mild or sevére problems cf

behavior and 74% of those scoring below this cutoff were identified by

‘teachers as. having attitude problems.. Special schbgg;ﬁlagemencsigg
‘special referrals had already been made for 54% of sSubjects-:écoring

7 ) _ . -

below the cut=off. ‘ R
_ Forty-two per cént of all modérate behavior problems and 85.7% of

14

at or ‘below the cut-off point of 200:

"At ‘the upper end of the distribution only 1.3% of subjects scoring

at or .above 250.on the SBP wefe identified as a behavior problem and

~ i

e ca - R g v T - oy
. subjects with: severe behavior or attitude problems: -scored:-above -the 1

L3 - {
/ 2

cut=off point of 250: « , T
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= As shown in Figure 1 the diStribution of SBP total scores is
f

negatively skewed with 190: (16%) of‘study subjects scoring at or below
a raw score of 200. fheimajority of SBP items are descriptive of deviant

behaviors with low scoreés indicating the presence -of such behaviors;

‘Therefore it is torbe expected that the great majority of subjects in a

-sample ‘which is repreéesentative of a normalwschool population would score
vithin the upper portion of ‘the range.

'Summary of mesults .

1. The dastrlbutlon or SBP scores was .consistent -over the grade 1evels <
included in- this study: y1e1d1ng equivalent means and: standard:-devia-' .
_tions at each grade Tevel from klndergarteﬂ through grade fxve.

2. 'Lhere were significant, sef'dlfferences on- SBP total scores favoring
females -over maLes at all grade 1eveLs w1th the exceptlon of grade
five, - - R .

s B _ e~ -

3. The correlatidn between total SBP scores reported for the same 932
’ subjects ‘by-‘teachers from two consecutive grades in school was .50,

indicating a considerable degree -of ‘cons: stency over time and
teachers. ) / :

%, Stablllty of :the factor structure of the SBP was: demonstrated by
almost exact replication -of factors: extracted and per -cent -of .
‘common vatiance gccounted for in :two- separate analyses. The; major
factors -extracted were: 1) -poor control-actlng out 2) developmental

| Immaturity, and: 3) angious -or neurot1c. -

A

)
!

54 Whlle significant sex ‘differences favor females over males on the
factors of poor control—actlng out and developmental 1mmatur1ty,
. ‘there were no- sex diff erences -on ‘the' anxious=neurotic factor.

< Tw6s  SBP scores -obtained: by Ss for whom: special action had been:-taken by
‘the schodls_such: as special placement or receipt o£(specxal services

were s1gn1f1 antly (p <.0L) lower than .the mean-score, of ‘those for
lwhom no--such: zetions had becn "taken:

s e A s o £ vareeend

A e
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, ~ . : S P . ‘
7. Among the -various. special problem groups children pléced in speci}xl
classes for the retarded ‘had_the lowest SBP total scores followed
by those referred to the schqol”pé'ychologist and school social worker .
and by those receiving individual tutorial help.

.8. Special school placements or special,reférrals had been made for 54%
~_(45% of girls and 587 of boys) of all subjects who scored below a
cut-off point established &t approximately one standard deviation

below the mean for SBP total scores. ] .
Discussion R . \ A ‘
- Validity data thus far obtained for the SBP indicate that this
B o R - . . \
| instrument can assist ‘the classroom teacher to effectively identify
e T . S - 7 T .
) children with problems of school ddjustment and behavior. Further
data are being é,ha—lyzed regarding losig~term ‘predictions of fscho,o];’, N
‘behavior problems ‘based|on SBE. scores obtained in. the first few yéars '
of elementary school. - e . i
r—"’: » o ”'

»
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i E . - . i
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j . », ‘: - A ) S;i;gnif-
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. ._j',.w A S , . reiales . Diff..
Grade N . ¥ shy . - N - X--- 8B, N X 5.D. P
23.0

5 141

TOTAL . 1188

138 222.%
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'Table 3

-

T ———

#fea . SBP_Totalr and Factor Scores for

Subjects Referred for Special Services

- , 7 spP Factor 1~ Factor 2 TFactor 3 | /
g Group L N Total _¥C DL Anx. | /
- : ———— , — S —1
- VA L . : . .
e s _;Study Population ; /- -1188 226.0: - 8800 .7 5L 20.0:
- - & . . - ) . » :
z - - i . - i 7 ) )
a ” Special Seivices / S S o . s o
’ | Speech / o127 2204 866 O 49.5% w6 f -
Retentions 159 219, 1%% 83.9%% 47.8%. 20.3 -
. ) . : 7 o | :
"Remedial Reading: 128 212.7%% . 8L.bwx. 45,6%% 19.3% i | o
X 1 ( . o T ek T oo
- . Tutorial .- - e 95  207.8%% 79.2%%  © 44.Q 19.3% :
G | Psyehological - | [85*‘~' 207.3%%  76.9%* 45 ,8%% 19.2% Vo
R R P . - R L Lo H
- SR A dal ‘;?Oi:k' ’ ; - 27 204‘6** . 7273 gk 46,6%F 18°8 5 ‘ :
g : ~ . i p ) o ';:’i' A - ) . B ) - ;
. _EMR “pecial Class 32 “189,5%% 6B, 9%* GIGFE O 17,3%% ‘
5 - " - ) i ) B ‘; } ,77 . ,7 ) \: 7 - :
Yo 4 * Different from the population X at the .05 level 7 Ly
Coe : of significanze . - C K
) i - Ay ',_ _’ — N 3
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e Per;Ceht ;of: Problems Idé%ti?fj,ed .
i h Above and Below Specified SBP Cut~Off Scores :
17 ‘ T Y - > A ;
Problem Study . ) :
Variables .- Pop. . % of Total % of Total :
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SN % "N % this Rating N %’ this Rating - =
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“(Teacher Ratings). | )
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Total | w7s - 190 | 230 e e
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Total 1 1166 — — —E90-— " 1 230 : T
1 .y , g § e - g
{Total Number of : - T X )
|Special School =~ [ - - - ; i
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T ) , . 8 T o ;
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